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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This non-final office action is in response to the application filed 10 September 
2003. 

2. Claims 1-52 are pending. Claims 1 , 38-39, 42, and 49-52 are independent 
claims. 

Drawings 

3. The examiner has accepted the drawings filed 1 0 September 2003. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claimsl -4, 24-27, 30-31 , 35-37, 42-48 are rejected under 35 USC 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Maxwell et al. (US 2003/0188262, filed 29 April 2003, hereafter 
Maxwell), and further in view of Fong et al. (US 5987231 , patented 1 6 November 1 999, 
hereafter Fong). 

As per independent claim 1, Maxwell discloses a computer-implemented system 
for use in collecting data from a user, comprising: 

A client computer configurable to connect to a network to obtain over the network 
form-related data from a server computer system (paragraphs 001 1 and 0016) 
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Wherein a form is displayed based upon the form-related data in a user interface 
that is generated by the client computer, wherein the form is to collect data from a user 
(paragraphs 0014-0016, 0022, and 0046-0047) 

Client side computer instructions operable on the client computer that visually 
modifies the form based upon the data collected from the user through the form 
(paragraphs 0022 and 0046-0047: Here, a user input modifies the form, as the inputted 
data is displayed through the form) 

Wherein the client-side computer instructions are operable to provide a visual 
indication that a data item is complete after the user has provided information required 
by the data item (paragraphs 0022 and 0046-0047: Here, the user input into the form 
visually indicates that a data item is complete) 

Maxwell fails to specifically disclose wherein computer instructions are operable 
to highlight a selection made by the user upon a data item. However, Fong discloses 
highlighting data items contained in a form (column 2, line 52- column 3, line 5). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Fong with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a user to 
view a visual indicator of form elements to be completed (Fong: column 2, lines 52- 
column 3, line 5). 

As per dependent claim 2, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell further 
discloses wherein the data item provides a list of options from which the user can select 
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(paragraph 0022: Here, drop down menus and radio buttons allow for user selection 
from a list of options). 

As per dependent claims 3 and 4, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Fong 
discloses highlighting data items in a form (column 2, line 52- column 3, line 5). 
However, Fong fails to specifically disclose highlighting by either boldfacing or colorizing 
data. However, the examiner takes official notice that boldfacing and colorizing are two 
notoriously well known forms of highlighting. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined 
specific highlighting forms with Maxwell and Fong, since it would have allowed for visual 
emphasis to be applied to form elements. 

As per dependent claim 24, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell further 
discloses wherein the server computer system handles a request for web page content 
received over the network from the client computer (paragraphs 001 1 and 0016). 

As per dependent claim 25, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell further 
discloses wherein the network is selected from the group consisting of an intranet 
network, Internet network, local area network, wide area network, wireless network, 
network accessible via modems, and a combination thereof (Figure 1 ; paragraphs 0009- 
0010). 
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As per dependent claim 26, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell further 
discloses wherein the form is a web-based form (paragraphs 0014-0016, 0022, and 
0046-0047). 

As per dependent claim 27, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell further 
discloses wherein the web-based form includes a plurality of data items, wherein each 
data item provides a list of options from which the user can select (paragraphs 0014- 
0016, 0022, and 0046-0047). 

As per dependent claim 30, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell further 
discloses wherein the client-side computer instructions visually modify the form with 
respect to the data item substantially in real-time based upon user input to the data form 
item (0014-0016, 0022, and 0046-0047: Here, the form is modified based upon the user 
selection. This modification of the form to visually indicate the changes occurs in 
substantially real-time). 

As per dependent claim 31 , Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell further 
discloses wherein the client-side computer instructions visually modify the form with 
respect to the data item in near-real time based upon user input to the data item 
(paragraphs 0014-0016, 0022, and 0046-0047). 
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As per dependent claim 35, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell further 
discloses wherein the data item is a radio button-based item (paragraph 0022). 

As per dependent claim 36, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the data item is a check box-based data item. However, 
the examiner takes official notice that check box-based data items were notoriously well 
known in the art at the time of the applicant's invention as being a form based input, 
thereby allowing a user to select data items from a list. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined 
the well known with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a user to select data items 
from a list. 

As per dependent claim 37, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell further 
discloses wherein the data item is a pull down-based data item (paragraph 0022). 

As per independent claim 42, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 . Claim 42 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 43, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 42, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the software program comprises multiple software 
modules, each stored separately. However, the examiner takes official notice that it 
was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to divide a 
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computer software program into a plurality of reusable modules. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have 
combined the well known use of modules with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a 
user to reuse modules. 

As per dependent claim 44, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 42, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell further 
discloses obtaining the form from a server (paragraphs 001 1 and 0016). 

As per dependent claim 45, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 42, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the software program is provided by a third party server. 
However, the examiner takes official notice that it was notoriously well known in the art 
at the time of the applicant's invention that third party servers, such as proxy servers, 
can be used to deliver content to a user more quickly. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined 
the use of a third party server with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a user to obtain 
data more quickly. 

As per dependent claim 46, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 42, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the program is stored on the client computer. However, 
the examiner takes official notice that software programs may be stored on client 
computers, thereby reducing bandwidth usage by removing the requirement of 
contacting a server to send and receive program data. It would have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined 
the well known with Maxwell, thereby reducing bandwidth usage by removing the 
requirement of contacting a server to send and receive program data. 

As per dependent claims 47 and 48, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 42, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails 
to specifically disclose wherein the computer instructions are human-readable and 
wherein the instructions include computer compiled instructions. However, the 
examiner takes official notice that it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of 
the applicant's invention that high level programming languages, such as C++ and Java, 
are written in a human readable form allowing for users to easily edit the program data. 
Further, such human readable languages are compiled into computer readable 
instructions when the program is executed, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to combine the well known 
with Maxwell, since it would have allowed for user editing and computer execution of 
program data. 

6. Claims 5-6 and 1 6-1 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Maxwell and Fong, and further in view of Boe et al. (US 6236975, patented 22 May 
2001 , hereafter Boe). 

As per dependent claim 5, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the client-side computer instructions generate data 
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indicative of the degree of completion for the data item, wherein the degree of 
completion is based upon user input with respect to the data item. Boe discloses 
wherein the client-side computer instructions generate data indicative of the degree of 
completion for the data item, wherein the degree of completion is based upon user input 
with respect to the data item (column 22, lines 46-50). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined 
Boe with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a user to visually determine the 
completion degree of a form. 

As per dependent claim 6, Maxwell, Fong, and Boe disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 5, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Boe further 
discloses wherein the client-side computer instructions generate a visual indicator for 
indicating the degree of completion of the data form (column 22, lines 46-50). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Boe with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a user to 
visually determine the completion degree of a form. 

As per dependent claim 16, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the client-side computer instructions generate data 
indicative of the degree of completion for the data item, wherein the degree of 
completion is based upon user input with respect to the data item. Boe discloses 
wherein the client-side computer instructions generate data indicative of the degree of 
completion for the data item, wherein the degree of completion is based upon user input 
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with respect to the data item (column 22, lines 46-50). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined 
Boe with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a user to visually determine the 
completion degree of a form. 

As per dependent claim 17, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the degree of completion is expressed as a completion 
percentage. However, Boe discloses wherein the degree of completion is expressed as 
a completion percentage (column 22, lines 46-50). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Boe 
with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a user to visually determine the completion 
degree of a form. 

7. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maxwell, Fong, and Boe and further in view of Chaloux (US 2003/0065641 , published 3 
April 2003). 

As per dependent claim 7, Maxwell, Fong, and Boe disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 6, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails 
to specifically disclose wherein the visual indicator is a check mark indicator placed in 
the data item's header. However, Chaloux discloses placing a visual indicator near a 
data item in order to indicate completion of the item (paragraph 0104). Chaloux fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the visual indicator is a check mark. However, the 
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examiner takes official notice that a check mark was notorious well known in the art at 
the time of the applicant's invention as being visual indicator. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have 
combined the well known use of a check mark with Chaloux, since it would have 
allowed a user to receive a common visual indication of completeness. Further, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Chaloux with Maxwell, thereby allowing a user to visually 
determine that an item has been completed. 

As per dependent claim 8, Maxwell, Fong, Boe, and Chaloux disclose the 
limitations similar to those in claim 7, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. 
Chaloux further discloses wherein the visual indicator provides a differentiation between 
the completed data item and data items not completed by the user (paragraph 0104). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Chaloux with Maxwell, thereby allowing a user to visually 
determine that an item has been completed. 

As per dependent claim 9, Maxwell, Fong, Boe, and Chaloux disclose the 
limitations similar to those in claim 8, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. 
Maxwell discloses removing a visual indicator if a user deselects a data item 
(paragraphs 0022 and 0046-0047: Here, is a user unselects an item in a menu or a 
radio button, the visual indication that an item has been selected is no longer 
displayed). 
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8. Claims 10 and 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Maxwell, Fong, and further in view of Balz (US 2005/0086587, filed 14 May 2003), 
and further in view of Chaloux. 

As per dependent claim 10, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose adding a visual indicator to the data item after the user has 
provided all required input to the parts of the multi-part data question. However, 
Chaloux discloses placing a visual indicator near a data item in order to indicate 
completion of the item (paragraph 01 04). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Chaloux with 
Maxwell, thereby allowing a user to visually determine that an item has been completed. 

Further, Balz discloses a multi-part question containing dependent questions 
(paragraph 0223). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the applicant's invention to have applied Balz to Maxwell, since it would have 
allowed for indication of completion of all required portions of a multi-part question. 

As per dependent claim 12, Maxwell, Fong, and Balz disclose the limitations 
similar to in claim 1 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose providing a visual completion indicator after the user has provided 
all required input to the dependent questions. However, Chaloux discloses placing a 
visual indicator near a data item in order to indicate completion of the item (paragraph 
01 04). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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applicant's invention to have combined Chaloux with Maxwell, thereby allowing a user to 
visually determine that an item has been completed. 

As per dependent claim 13, Maxwell, Fong, Balz, and Chaloux disclose the 
limitations similar to those in claim 12, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. 
Maxwell discloses removing a visual indicator if a user deselects a data item 
(paragraphs 0022 and 0046-0047: Here, is a user unselects an item in a menu or a 
radio button, the visual indication that an item has been selected is no longer 
displayed). 

As per dependent claim 14, Maxwell, Fong, Balz, and Chaloux disclose the 
limitations similar to those in claim 13, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. 
Maxwell discloses removing a visual indicator if a user deselects a data item 
(paragraphs 0022 and 0046-0047: Here, is a user unselects an item in a menu or a 
radio button, the visual indication that an item has been selected is no longer 
displayed). 

As per dependent claim 15, Maxwell, Fong, Balz, and Chaloux disclose the 
limitations similar to those in claim 14, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. 
Maxwell fails to specifically disclose wherein the visual indicator is a check mark 
indicator placed in the data item's header. However, Chaloux discloses placing a visual 
indicator near a data item in order to indicate completion of the item (paragraph 0104). 
Chaloux fails to specifically disclose wherein the visual indicator is a check mark. 
However, the examiner takes official notice that a check mark was notorious well known 
in the art at the time of the applicant's invention as being visual indicator. It would have 
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been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to 
have combined the well known use of a check mark with Chaloux, since it would have 
allowed a user to receive a common visual indication of completeness. Further, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Chaloux with Maxwell, thereby allowing a user to visually 
determine that an item has been completed. 

9. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maxwell, 
Fong, and further in view of Balz. 

As per dependent claim 1 1 , Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell discloses 
adding a visual indicator to a question to indication completion of the question 
(paragraphs 0022 and 0046-0047). However, Maxwell fails to specifically disclose 
wherein the questions are one or more dependent questions. However, Balz discloses 
wherein the questions are one or more dependent questions (paragraph 0223). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have applied Balz to Maxwell, since it would have allowed for indication of 
completion of all required portions of a multi-part question. 

1 0. Claims 1 8-1 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maxwell and Fong further in view of Strong (US 6167523, patented 26 December 2000). 
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As per dependent claim 18, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose providing a list of currently incomplete data items to the user. 
However, Strong discloses providing a list of currently incomplete data items to the user 
(Figure 7). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the applicant's invention to have combined Strong with Maxwell, since it would have 
allowed a user to obtain a list of incomplete required data items. 

As per dependent claim 19, Maxwell, Fong, and Strong disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 18, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Strong 
further discloses wherein the list is updated as the user completes a data item 
contained on the form (Figure 7: Here, once an item is completed, and the user submits 
the form, the completed item is removed from the list). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined 
Strong with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a user to obtain a list of incomplete 
required data items. 

1 1 . Claims 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maxwell, Fong, and further in view of Shirley et al. (US 2004/0034554, published 19 
February 2004, hereafter Shirley). 

As per dependent claim 22, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the client-side instructions prevent submission of the form 
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while the form is incomplete. However, Shirley discloses wherein the client-side 
instructions prevent submission of the form while the form is incomplete (paragraph 
01 1 0). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Shirley with Maxwell, since it would have 
allowed a user to save bandwidth by ensuring completion of a form prior to submission 
of a form to the server. 

As per dependent claim 23, Maxwell, Fong, and Shirley disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 22, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Shirley fails 
to specifically disclose the form submit button being inactive until the form is complete. 
However, Shirley prevents submission of a form while the form is incomplete (paragraph 
01 10). This inherently disables the form submission means, such as a button. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Shirley with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a user to 
save bandwidth by ensuring completion of a form prior to submission of a form to the 
server. 

12. Claims 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maxwell, Fong, and further in view of Le et al. (US 6934913, filed 7 December 2000, 
hereafter Le). 

As per dependent claim 28, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein multiple screen displays are required to display the web 
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based form through a web browser. However, Le discloses wherein multiple screen 
displays are required to display the web based form through a web browser (column 5, 
line 50- column 6, line 1 2; Figure 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Le with Maxwell, 
since it would have allowed a user to avoid scrolling through items of a web form. 

As per dependent claim 29, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein a next screen indicator is required to be activated in order 
to see a succeeding page of the web-based form. However, Le discloses a next screen 
indicator is required to be activated in order to see a succeeding page of the web-based 
form (Figure 5, item 52). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Le with Maxwell, since it would 
have allowed a user to avoid scrolling through items of a web form. 

1 3. Claims 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maxwell, Fong, and further in view of Aggarwal et al. (US 2003/0126555, published 3 
July 2003, hereafter Aggarwal). 

As per dependent claim 32, Maxwell and Fong disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the client-side computer instructions perform a validation 
operation based upon the user input to the data item, wherein the validation operation is 
performed before data acquired through the form is sent from the client computer to a 
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server (paragraphs 001 8-001 9). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Aggarwal with Maxwell, 
since it would have reduced network load by performing validation at a client. 

As per dependent claim 33, Maxwell, Fong, and Aggarwal disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 32, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Aggarwal 
discloses wherein the server is the server which sent the form-related data to the client 
computer (paragraphs 001 8-001 9). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Aggarwal with 
Maxwell, since it would have allowed for network load reduction by processing at a 
client instead of a server. 

As per dependent claim 34, Maxwell, Fong, and Aggarwal disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 33, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Aggarwal 
fails to specifically disclose wherein the server is not the server which sent the form- 
related data to the client computer. However, it was notoriously well known in the art at 
the time of the applicant's invention that form data may be returned to a server different 
from the transmission server, allowing for servers to be dedicated to separate tasks. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Aggarwal with Maxwell, thereby allowing for servers to 
perform separate operations. 
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14. Claims 38-41 and 49-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maxwell and further in view of Fong, and further in view of Chaloux, 
and further in view of Balz and further in view of Shirley. 

As per independent claim 38, Maxwell discloses a computer-human interface for 
use in collecting data from a user, wherein the computer-user interface operates on a 
client computer that contains client-side computer instructions for providing a form 
completion operation prior to sending data from the form to a remote server, said 
computer-human interface comprising: 

A form having multiple questions requiring input from the user (paragraphs 0022 
and 0046-0047) 

Wherein a first question includes a question stem for indicating a questions text 
to the user (paragraphs 0022 and 0046-0047) 

Wherein the data item provides a list of options from which the user can select 
(paragraph 0022: Here, drop down menus and radio buttons allow for user selection 
from a list of options). 

Wherein the client-side computer instructions are operable to provide a visual 
indication that a data item is complete after the user has provided information required 
by the data item (paragraphs 0022 and 0046-0047: Here, the user input into the form 
visually indicates that a data item is complete) 

Maxwell fails to specifically disclose wherein computer instructions are operable 
to highlight a selection made by the user upon a data item. However, Fong discloses 
highlighting data items contained in a form (column 2, line 52- column 3, line 5). It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Fong with Maxwell, since it would have allowed a user to 
view a visual indicator of form elements to be completed (Fong: column 2, lines 52- 
column 3, line 5). 

Maxwell discloses adding a visual indicator to a question to indication completion 
of the question (paragraphs 0022 and 0046-0047). However, Maxwell fails to 
specifically disclose wherein the questions are one or more dependent questions. 
However, Balz discloses wherein the questions are one or more dependent questions 
(paragraph 0223). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the applicant's invention to have applied Balz to Maxwell, since it would have 
allowed for indication of completion of all required portions of a multi-part question. 

Maxwell fails to specifically disclose adding a visual indicator to the data item 
after the user has provided all required input to the parts of the multi-part data question. 
However, Chaloux discloses placing a visual indicator near a data item in order to 
indicate completion of the item (paragraph 0104). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Chaloux 
with Maxwell, thereby allowing a user to visually determine that an item has been 
completed. 

Further, Balz discloses a multi-part question containing dependent questions 
(paragraph 0223). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the applicant's invention to have applied Balz to Maxwell, since it would have 
allowed for indication of completion of all required portions of a multi-part question. 
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Maxwell fails to specifically disclose the form submit button being inactive until 
the form is complete. However, Shirley prevents submission of a form while the form is 
incomplete (paragraph 01 10). This inherently disables the form submission means, 
such as a button. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the applicant's invention to have combined Shirley with Maxwell, since it would 
have allowed a user to save bandwidth by ensuring completion of a form prior to 
submission of a form to the server. 

As per independent claim 39, the applicant discloses the limitations substantially 
similar to those in claim 38. Claim 39 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 40, Shirley prevents submission of a form while the form 
is incomplete (paragraph 01 10). This inherently disables the form submission means, 
such as a button. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the applicant's invention to have combined Shirley with Maxwell, since it would 
have allowed a user to save bandwidth by ensuring completion of a form prior to 
submission of a form to the server. 

As per dependent claim 41 , the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 39. Claim 41 is similarly rejected. 

As per independent claim 49, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to 
those in claim 38. Claim 49 is similarly rejected. 

As per independent claim 50, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to 
those in claim 38. Claim 50 is similarly rejected. 
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As per independent claim 51 , the applicant discloses the limitations similar to 
those in claim 38. Claim 51 is similarly rejected. 

As per independent claim 52, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to 
those in claim 38. Claim 52 is similarly rejected. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

15. Claims 20-21 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kyle R. Stork whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4130. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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